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| Bureau of Justlce Statlstlcs

| Bulletin

Prison and Jall Inmates
at Midyear 2005

Highlights

Paige M. Harrison
and Allen J. Beck. Ph,D.
B3 Statisficians

At midyear 2005 the Nation's prisons
anajails incarcerated 2,186,230
persons. Prisoners in the custody of the
50 States and the Federal system
accounted fer two-thirds of the
.incarceratedpopulation (1.438.701)
inmates). The other third were held in
focal jails (747,529}, not including
persons in community-basedprograms.’

On June 39, 2005, 1,512,823 prisoners
were under Federaland State
jurisdiction, which includes inmatesin
custody and persons under the legal
authority of a prison system but held
outside its facilities. During the 12-month
period ending June 30.2005, the
number under State jurisdictionrose
1.2%, while the number under Federat
jurisdiction rose 2.9%. Montana {up
7.9%). South Dakota (up 7.8%).
Minnesota (up 6.7%), and Kentucky (up
6.4%) had the largest percentage
increases. Twelve States had
decreases, ineluding Vermont {-2.9%},
Idaho (-2.8%0). and New Yerk (-2.5%).

At midyear 2.005 localjail authorities
held or supervised 819,434 offenders.
Nine percent of these offenders (71,905)
were, supesvised outside jail facilities in
programs SUCh as community service,
work release. weekend reportifg,
electronic monitoring, and ethet
alternative programs

'See box on page 7 for description of jal
popiiations.

flay 2006, NCJ 213433

Nation's prisa populaﬁon rose 1. B%, jall populatlon, 1.7%

Rafe per
Przon Number of  Jait Number ef Total incar- 100.000
sopulalion Inmaies population jailjnmates  ceration rate  residenis?
j Hghest:
F?Qdezai 184,484 Cafforda .13 Louisiana 1,133
Texas 171,338 Texas 66.534 Georgiz 1,021
Califomia 155,532 Florida 63,620 Texas 976
Florids 87,545 Georgia 44,965 Mississippi e55
Neaw York 62,953 Penngyivaria 34,455 Qklzhora 810
5 lowest:
North Dakota 1,338 Norih Dakota 844 Maine 273
Vemmond 1.9/ South Dakota 142 Minnasola 300
Wyoming 2,026  haina 1,549 Rhode island 313
Maine 2.084  Wyoming 1551 Vermont ) 317
Mew Hampshire 2,561 hew Harnpsh”e 1.728 New Marmpshira 319

“Prison and jait Inmates per 100,000 residenis.

From midyear 2004 to midyear

2005 —

. The number of inmates in custody i
localjails rose by 33.539;in State
prison by 15.858; and in Federal
prison by 6,584.

* The smaller State prison systems
hadthe greatest percentage increase:
Montatia (Up 7.9%) and South Dakota
{up 7.8%).

OnJune 30.2005 —

« Atotal of 2,266 State prisoners were
i age 18. Adult jsils held a total of
6.¢ persons It gge 18

= State and Federal correctional
authorities held 91,117 noncitizens

{6.4% of all prisoners), down from
91.815 at rnidvear 2004,

* There were 128 female prison and

jaii inmates per 100,000women in the
United States, compared o 1,366
male prisonand jail inmates per

1 100,000 men

= An estimated 12% of black males,
3.7% of Hispanic males. and 1.7% of
white males intheir late twenties were
in prisonajail.

+ in three States = {owa, South
Dakota, and Wisconsin — black prisert
andjail inmates represented4% of thg
black State population. Pennsylvania
(with 1,714 Hispanic inmates per
100,000 Hispanicresidents) and ldahe
(1,654) hadthe highest Hispanicincat-
ceration rates.

rbhocal b w2 ting 5% below !
their raed capac iy Inonk t at
yvearend 2004 Siate prison systems
between 1% below capacity and
15%above; the Federalprison system
was operating at 40% above rated
capachy.
= Privately operated prison facilities
held 101,228 inmates (up 2.7% since
midyear 2004), The | oderal system

reportedthe largest increaseamong
inmates In private prisons (up 2.038)..
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8§ frison and Jail inmates af Midyear 2005

'G(;ovyth_contlnues as rising 'able 7. Number of sentenced prisoners admitted and released hom
admissions outpace releases itate or Federallurisdiction, by regien andjurisdiction, 2009 and 2803-04
From 2000 to 2004 admissions to Adiolssions e Releases . :
State prisonrose 11.5% (from 625,219 teglon and ch;ﬁze ;;22
IN 2000 to 697,066 IN 2004). During sisdiction 2004 2003 700D 200004 2004 2003 2000 2000.04
2004, 672,202 sentenced prisoners US. total BY7.066 686437 625219 115% 672202 £56.384 604,858 11.1%
.werereleasedfrom State prisons. up Federal 52,982 52,288 43.732 212 46.624 44,188 35259 3272
from 604,858in2000 — an .increaseof State 644,084 634.149 581487 0.8 625.578 B12.185 558,589 98
11.1% (table 7) Northeast 66,441 74,171 67.765 -2.0% 68,760 72.609 TRE46 -2.7%
i Connecticut 8577 6571 6.185 6.3 6.707 6.890 5018 13.3
issi Maine 655 937 751 -72.8 536 782 677 6.1
AdT'SS'.OnS o thﬁ Fedfragprison Massachusetts 2278 2185 2062 105 2391 2.302 2889 -172
system increased21.2% between New Hampshire 1098 1139 1051 48 1,080 1188 1044 3.4
2000 and 2004 (from 43.732 to New Jersey 13.886 14,3953 1363 1.7 4,418 15,043 %g.ggz 4.1
52,982): i 20 New York 24,664 26,840 27.601 -10.6 26.043 27467 28.828 -9.7
35 259) tl’eLesaSEi In_?_Leased ?t’jz 2/]? Pennsylvania ‘14319 14,039 H.777 218 14,396 13268 11759 224
(35,259 to 46,624). The number o Rhwde Island® 755 3881 3.701  : 828 93,684 3,223 :
.admissionsto Federai prisonin 2004 Vermont 2.208 1887 984 : 2261 1988 946 :
exceededreleases by more than 6,300 Midwest 144,002 138.924 117,776 22.3% 143.497 135,590 114.382 25.5%
inmates. ltincls 39,293 36,063 29344 339 38,646 35372 28.876 33.8
Indiana 16.029 15615 11.876 35.0 15100 14,146 11.053 36.6
. . lowa 4364 6545 4656 -6.3 6,043 6.074 4379 381
New court commitments onthe rise Kansas 4519 4805 Ss002 -9.7 4683 4.405 5231 -105
) . . Michigan 13.248 12659 12.160 8.9 13.723 13.910 10.874 26.2
Prior to 1998 growthin prison Minnesota 6604 5914 44086 49.9 8,849 5437 4244 378
issi i i wiszour 18.281 17151 14.454 26.5 17.307 15,967 13.346 29.7
éldeSIOHSf r?fﬂecth'd I?Ct'fr?ﬁislngf Nebraska 2,085 10950 1.688 235 2,028 1953 1503 35.0
numbers of offenders retuming for North Dakota 1,008 992 605 66.5 917 870 598 53.3
parole violations. Between 1990 and Ohlo 28.196 26.506 23.780 18.6 28.170 27.369 24.793 ég.g
1 South Dakota 2304 1915 1400 64.5 2,428 1m0 1.327 .
lose e umberof emedvarcle o | Memwn  Gei e aie w  ate %
't0 206.152). while th ber of n South 249,733 243,826 217,950 14.6% 238,628 231,896 210,777 13.2%
10 206,152), while 1€ number of new Alabama 82Y8 9,524 62956 315 9,156 16,467 7,136 283
cowrt commitments increased 7% Arkansas 8035 7,132 6941 1538 7457 7,420 6,308 182
(fi 323060t 347 270 Delaware 1,648 2212 2708 14 2013 2129 2260 .
: Flotida 40386 99,500 35683 132 36,908 34.679 33,994 36
Howe i ; Georgia 20,140 17575 17373 159 18,211 17,233 14,787 231
o v§r£3|nc;e 1998, paro'gk‘)’ 'Ollators Kentticky 13009 9595 68416 603 10740 9,208 7,733 389
Feiurnea 10 prison increased by less Lowsiana 15512 15353 15735 -4 15008 13,841 4,536 3.3
than &%, while new court commitments Macyland 16,330 10,470 10,327 0.0 10,531 19,207 10,004 53
rose 18%. Mississippt 9,187 5421 5¥9G 585 8607 7678 4940 742
Morth Carotina 10,41t 5484 0848 57 9,315 89118 9687 B8
Slate prisen admissions, by type, Oklahoma 9,003 8,139 r426 212 8432 8,164 6628 272
1980, 1895, and 1998-2W4 South Carolina 58850 5834 8,460 164 10,060 3,829 4876 160
Naw corl  Parole Tennessee 13,149 13069 13875 -3.8 13,295 13,768 13.233 -4.3
Y u itments  vialators® Toxas 66,883 68,821 58,197 14.3 65,800 65,169 59776 101
1::; 46’“;_ Eommitmen :a °$0 Virginla 11645 11700 8781 188 11,148 11608 9148 219
bed 52‘1’- ggg gi@-ggg 1?3'?23 west Virginia 2267 2097 1577 438 1946 1881 1261 543
1908 SeE w0t 347070 20B.452 Wost 183,008 182,228 177,996 33% 174,693 171,080 173784 0.5
1s99 575 415 345 545 188638 Aaska® 2745 2865 2427 131 2,726 2,738 2,588 4.9
2000 581‘437 350’431 203’559 Arizonz 11,343 11,957 9,560 18.7 10,7190 10,391 81906 120
2601 ‘593.333 355'714 2 5'450 Califormia 123,537 125,312 128,640 47 17,162 118,646 129,621 -9.1.
2002 612938 392651 207 961 Colorada 8634 7098 7036 227 BO01 13 5881 B0
2005 634149 A95.843 209753 Hawaii 1,677 1,832 1594 52 1,667 1,504 1379 208
2004 $44.084 411300 219039 idaha 4392 3168  B53B6 297 3480 3,033 2697 29.0
: : : Montana 2182 1810 1,202 815 1897 1,842 1,031 B840
®Rased on inmates with a.sentence of more Nevada 6,548 4865 4920 328 4715 4800 4372 78
than 1 year. Excludes escapes, AWOU's, and New Mextea 4,279 4,160 3,161 354 4,080 3943 3,383 208
fransfers to and from other furisdiclions, Oregon 5,378 5085 4,059 325 4910 4483 3371 457
“Pargle violators Includes inmates with revoked Umh 3,275 3301 3270 02 3,050 3,088 28087 53
parole, other condifonal release violators, and washingion 11,8594 2034 7,094 T 11,547 9067 5764 .
intermediate sanctions imposed upon paroless Wyoming 769 91 538 20.5 658 S14 687 586
in Ne"" of revoking parcle Mote: Excludes escapas, AWOL'S, and transfers to and from other jurlsdistions.
Mot calcutatad due to changes in reporting.
BChanged reporing in 2004 to include only prisoners sentenced 1o 1 year or mere,
bAlaska data may include some escapes, AWOLS, and tansfers.
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en e of Imprisonment in

the U.S. Population, 1974-2001

By Thomas P. Bonczar
BJS Statistician

Atyearend 2001 there were 1,319,000
adults confinedin State or Federal
prison and an estimated 4,249,000
livingformer prisoners. Atotal 0
6,618,000 L.S, adult residents, Or
about 1in every 3711.8. adults, had
ever servedtime in prison. Estimates
of the prevalence of imprisonmentin
the U.8. population, presented here
forthe first time, are basedon a
demographic model incorporatingrates
of mortality and first incarcerationin
prison.

Between 1974 and 2001. the preva-
lence of imprisonmentincreased by
neatly 3.8 million. Thisincluded a 1.1
millionincrease inthe number of aduits
in prison (up from 2 16,000) and a
nearly 2.7 millionincrease inthe
number of living former prisoners {up
from 1,6U3,000).

If rates of first incarcerationremain
unchanged, 6.6% of ail personsbotn
in the United States in 2001 will go ©
State or Federal prison during their
lifetime. up from 5.2% in 1991, and
1% in 1974. Unlikethe prevalence

. of ever havinggone to prison, which
estimates the extent of past experi-
ences, the lifetime likefihoad of going
to prisonis an estimate of the chances
of future incarceration, given
unchanged rates of firstincarceration
and mortality.

in State or Federalprison

At yearend 2001 over .6 million W.S. adults had ever served time

R RIS

£J.S. mesidents Number Farcent of adult 1.8, residents
gvar incarcerated 1974 1831 2001 1974 1981 2001
Tolal 1,878,000 3,437,668 5.618.000 1% 1.8h 2.
Hate 1,677,000 3,442,000 5,087,000 23 34 4.9
White 837060 1,395,000 1,870,000 14 13 2.6
Black 595,000 1,181,000 1,936,000 87 12.0 16.6
Hispanic 94,008 392.000 911.000 23 4.8 77
iFemale 142000 205,000 581,000 02 0.3 0.5%
White 86000 139,000 225,000 QL 02 0.3
Black 51,000 WS000 231,000 (015 0.9 17
Hispanic 8,000 30,600 86.000 0.2 0.4 Q7

» Of adults in 2001 who had ever
served lime N prison, nearly as many
were black {2,166,000) as were white
2 203,000). An estimated 997,000

‘Nere

~ The rate of ever havinggone to Pri-
sor among adult black males (16.6%)
was over twice as bigh as among adult

1 Hispanic maios (7.7%) and over g

timas as high as among adult white
males (2.6%).

+ 4.5, residents ages 35 to 39 in 2001
were more likeiy to have gone to
prigon (3.8%) than any other age
group, up from 2.3% in 1997

+ An estimated 22% of black males
ages 35 to 44 in 2001 had ever been
confined N state or Federal prison,
comparedto 10.0% of Hispanic maies
and 3.5% of white males Inthe same
age group.

If Incarceration rates remain unchanged. §.8% of U.8. residents born
in 2001 will go to prison at some time during their lifetime

Parcant ever going o prison
duing lifetime. born in =
1974 190 2001

Total 1.9% 5.2% 6.6k
Meale 3.6% 9.1% 11.3h
While 22 44 59

Black B4 24 322
Hispanic 40 163 172

Female O.3% 1.1% )
White 0.2 05 a4
Btack 11 36 56
Hispanic 04 15 22

» About t in 3 black males, 1 6
Hispanic mates, and 1in 17 White
males are expected 1o go to prison
during their lifetime, if current incar-
ceration rates remain unchanged.

+» Forwomen, the chances of golhg
10 prisonwere 6 fimes greaterin
2001 .80 thanin 1974 (0.3%): for
men, the chances of guing to prison
were over 3 times greater in 2001
{11.3%) than in 1974{3.6%).
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EXCERPTS FROM Research Report No. 46

Korman Wolt
Associate Social Research Analyst
Southern Conservation Center

Donald Miller
Associate Social Research Analyst
Los Angeles Research'Unit

Research Division
California Department of Corrections
Sacramento, California
January 1972
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CHAPTER VI. INMATE socialL Ttss AND PAROLE QUTCOME

The preceding chapters have dealt with the variety of inmate social ties and
their relationship or lack of relationship to the inmate's ingtitucional be-
havior and parole plans. In this chapter the focus will be on the relationship
of these soc¢ial tiesx to the parole experience of the inmate. Previous studies
have produced evidence that marital scacus and family ties are important factors
in parole success, with more parole success noted for .those men receiving the
greatest amounts of Correspondence and visits while in prison. 1/

To invéstigacte this relationship a parole follow-up was conducted on &1Z,men who
were paroled from the Southern Censervation Center for at least 12 month$ as of
February 1971 and who appeared before'the Parole Beard in the fiscal year 1968-63.
Three categories of parole outcome were used in the'analysis: 1) “no parole
difficulcies™ meaning no known arrests.or violations; 2) "minor difficulties,"
including arrests without convictions. misdemeancr convictions, fines, and
absconding from .supervision; and 3) "sericas difficulties," referring to returns
to prison as a result of technical violations or new felony commitments.

Visitcing Patterns and Parole Outcome

On Table 19.it can be seen that the number «f visitors received by the parolee
while he was in prison is related to how well he fared on parole. 1In.general
those men with greater number of visitors tended to experience less difficulty
on parole than did these with fewer visitors. with the possible exception of
those inmates who had four or more visitors, there is a steady progression of
success varying from about SO percent with no parole difficulty for those with
no visitors ta. almest 70 percent with no parole difficulty for those with three

visitors.

TABLE 19
ONE YEAR PAROLE OUTCOME .BY
NoMBER. O VISITORS
{In Percentages)

Parole Difficulties

Number of Visitors None | Minor | Serious | Total
No Correspondence and 50 38 12 100 (16)
No Visitors

Correspondence Only 48 42 10 100 . (83)
One Visitor 53 gt} 9 100 (81)
Two Visitors 58 32 10 100 T (85)
“fhree Visitors L] 28 2 100 (53>
Four Visitors 32 2 06 | (61)
Total * 57 36 7 100 - 391}

* The number. of cases in the following ‘tables varies gomewhat depending an how
many of the 412 cases studied were removed due eo lack &£ information.

While the number of prison returns is rather small, it is interesting to note.that
those parolees with three Or more, prison visitors have approximately & two percent
Teturn to prison rate as compared to a ten percent rate for those with 2 visitors

or less.
This finding that those with fewer social ties tend to become inveived in more

serious difficulties including NPew commitments. would seem :t0 bear out the hypo-
thesis noted earlier in Chap, |V that multiple termers tend to have fewer social

ties i@ general.
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CHAPTER VIII. THE INMATE AND HIS FAMILY: SOME CONCLUSIONSAND IMPLICATIONS

Any-seridus look at the end results of correcticnal. programs is likely to be
discouraging. JImmediately the investigator faces the problem of trying to
define ."correctivhnal programs', as the term has become SO broad as to include
almost everything convicted criminals are required to do in the course of their
imprisonment. A second difficulty Is the virtual absence of any theoretical
basis for the programs. After a review of current cotrrectional techniques,
Cresgey concluded that not only had their effectiveness not been demonstrated
but that the techniques were "only vaguely related to any'reputahle theory of
behavior or of criminality."1/ Empey observed that most such programs,. rather
than being derived from theoretical congtructs, are usually based on an
“intuitive gpportuuism,” involving a kind of goal-oriented guessing which
develops into a strategy of activity.2/

& third area of frustration involves the inability te find empirical evidence
sharing any significant value f£or the great majority o f current techniques- of
correctional intervention.3/

At this peint im our knowledge it seems fair te say that there age few correc-
tional techniques whose proven value is such that their application would
represent a significant improvement over doing nothing at all. To 'compound the
difficulty most of these unproven techniques require high staff ratios. or'in
other ways cdnsume large amounts of scarce correctional resources. It is against
this bleak backdrop that the impiicationg "for corrections of the. findings of this
study relating to.inmate social ties will be discussed.

Do Family Contacts Increase Parcle Success?'

The central finding of this research is che digcovery of a strong and consistent-
1y positive relationship between parole succegs and the waintenance of strong
family ties while in prisen. The reliabilitv of this finding is substantiated by
the results of other research undertakings. .*Theedtiiexr of, these efforts was
conducced by Lloyd Ohlin in the course of developing & parole success prediction
scale for Illinois. Ohlin developed ,an index of family interest while in.prison
Lo. capltalize on the belief .of many parole agents that garolees with closer

family ties tended to do Better. Using a sample gf releases from 1%25-35, he

found that 75% of the inmates classified as. maintaining ""active family interest"
while in prisen were successful on parole compared to only 34% for those regard-

ed as lomers.3/ Glaser used Ohlin's classification technique with a sample ,of
1956 releases .from federal prisons with very similar results. He. found that 71%
of the “active family interest' group were successful compare to only 50% of the
"no contact with relatives" group.6/ -Im an earlier study of '1940-49 releases from
the Pontiac Branch of the Illinois State Penitentlary, which has a reformatory ’
type population, Glaser found a 74%success rate for the "factive: .interest' group
and a 43%rate for those. parolees without contacts./

1/ Cressey,D.R., "The Nature and Effectiveness of Correctionmal Techniques, Iaw -
and Contemporary Problems, Vol. 23, No. 4, Autumn. 1958.
- 2/ Bwpey,L,T., "A Stragegy of Search' paper presented at planning session of
Pacific gpeciological Assdc. on Technical and. Ethical. Problems Involved in
. Evaluating Action Programs, Salt Lake City, April 1885,
3/ Robinsdn,J.&G. Smith, ""The Effectiveness of Correctional Programs," Crime and

Deliuquency, Vol: 17, No. 1, January 1971.

5/ Ohlin,L;E., The Stability and. Validity .of Parole Experieace Tables,(PhD disser-
tation} Univ., of Chicago, 1954, cited in Glaser, Bw
-Prigon and Parole System, Bobbg~Merrill, Inc.' WY, 1964 p. 366.

&/ Glaser; op. eit., p.366.

2/ ibid. '

oy
sy
sy

60 & 61
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This study found very similar percentage differences between groups. Only 50%
of the "mo contact'” immates completed their first year on parole without being
arrested,. while 70% of those with three visitors were ,""arrest free' during this
period. In addition the'"loners™ were six times more Ilkely to be returned &o

prison during the first year (12% returned compared to 2% for those with three

Or more visitors).

The convergence of these studies should be emphasized. Ohlin's study focused
on inmates paroled in Illinois over a ten-yea? period. Glaser’s work repli-
cated Ohlin's findings with releases during one year from fedetal prisons as
well as from a reformatory type population. The same results characterize our
study's sample of 1969-70 releases from a minimum security institution ,inCali-

fornia. ¢ pogiti
on parole'has held up for 45 vears of releases across very diverse offender

populations and in different localities. 1t is doubtful if there is any other
reseavch- finding in the field of corrections which can approximate.this record..

One of the major problems with the earlier studies, which the authors of ‘this
study tried to overdome', was tha strong mterrelatlonshlp among social ties,
other important varlables and parole outcome. The unique contributions of this
study in Chis regard wes 'to show the independent contribution of family ties to
parole outcome. The importance of family ties held up in an analysu, |s which
six other important factors were considered..

Glaser postulated that the amount of release money was important .to parole
outcome.8/ We found this to be true only for these with few social ties.

. Difficulty ¢n parole is somewhat predictable iFf tke inmate has few contacts and
less money., oOn the other hand, strong social'ties appear to serve as an ale-
ernative material resource. . Among those with many wvisitdrs 'the amount of re-
lease money assuited no importance.

among federal prisoners Glaser also' found significant differences ,in parole
outcome associated with differ'ences in type of residence. However, similar
differences in California laxgely disappeared when the number of social ties was
hefd constant. There was not much difference in. parole @utcome among parolees
plaoning different types ,of residences who received numerous visitors. The
relationship didn?t disappear entirely-, however, since those parclees planning
to live with parents or wives still had a slight advantage in parole success.
For example, 8% of those who had twe or more visitors and who were living

alone on parole recidivated compared to 5% of their counterparts 'with plans-to
Live with their parents or wives.

Similarly, employment prospects among federal prisoners were. important to
parole vutcome, but with the imposition of a control for family contact, job
offers were faot important for the sample used in the present study. The import-
ance Of a job offer appeared to be primarily a function of the strength of the
inmate's social ties. In other words, the presence of a job offer was unrelated
to parole outcome when the inmate's social ties were taken into account,. and the
effects of social ties on parole success were independent of a job offer.

An alternative explanation of the findings of this. study is'that inmates
receiving more visitors are less, likely to recidivate anyway. ¥In order to test
this hypothesie, the authors divided the sample into three tevels.of predicted
parcle’ cutcome and compared social ties and parole suecess within each, The
predictive device was the California Base Expectancy Scale, which is based
heavily on past criminal involvement. Waithin all Ba&se Expectancy levels, it
'wag found that, those who maintained closer ties~did better.

It might be claimed that, while other important variables were taken inte account,
inmates motfvated to maintain strong social ties have some.gpecial motivation to >

&/ Glager,op. cit,, p. 316
61 & 62
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succeed orR parole. The same qualities which, mativated the inmate to maintain
frequent family contacts might have coused him to do better on parole. The data
'in Chapter V seem to invalidate this altermative explanation. |If the results ia
parole outcome were caused by differential motivation, it would be necessary to
'hypothesize a somewhat generalized motivational difference. In other words, the
differepce in motivation ought to show up in Oother areas besides visiting and
parole outcome. However, this was not the case. Those who maintained frequent
'family contacts received about as many disé¢iplinary reports, had me .better work
records, were no more likely to participate in treatment programs, and.did about
the same in group counseling. In summary, all the evidence suggests that there
isS a strong independent, positive relationship between waintaining frequent fam-
ily contacts while in prison and succezs on parole..

This evidence suggests that the inmatefs Eé.mily should be viewed as the prime

" treatment agent and family contacts as a major correctional technique. This
approuch has numerous advantages not the least'of which is that is is free. It
doesn't require the specially trained staff or costly staff augmentations so
common to.mest treatment approaches.

A second major advantage' is the built-in inmate motivation. Most treatment
techniques. even if they work, have limited walue because the inmates most in
need are also the least motivated for treatment: The few who volunteer are often
the game ones who would succeed without the program. The desife for outside
contacts, by contrast, IS a central part of the immare’s existence. The data

in Chapter' IV. ckearly show that when adequate opportunity is provided for contacts
the iomatre’s social ties need not erode away. The .contacts of. our sample wexe
about. ag frequent after several years of imcarceration.as during the fizst six
months. The onre important exception to this was that a significant number of
wives stopped visiting during the second year. 1t is necessary to emphasize,
however. that this study was done at a correctional complex which is located
within easy commuting distance form where most of the ‘fumates® families live

and which has very liberal arrangements. for visiting. It ssems apparent that
the further visitors have to travel and the more difficult the procedures for
'visiting, the more likely are the visitors to reduce contacts a5 the sentence

is serwved.

Can .Correctional Systems H&lp?

Ttie next question is whether or not correctional systems can do anything to
capitalize on_the family's potedtial as a treatment agent. Chapter VIE examined'
two experimental programs which aimed in this direction, the, Family Visiting aad.
the Temporary Release Programs. Both efforts are successful by almost any,
standard. Both enjoyed almost unanimous support from the inmate body. A&lmost
a1l inmates hoped to participate, and those who couldn't were not resentful.
Neither. pregented serious administrative problems. In addition, a follow-up
study found that the participants in.either'program did better on parole than
‘unon~-participants. Sixty percent of the participants, experienced no @ifficulty
during the first year of parole compared to only 42% of the mon-participants.
The number OF participants was small, and the results must be interpreted with
caution. However, the findings held up under the .application of numerous con-
trol variables.

A final: question about the temporary ‘releases is whether. they seriously .threaten
the public safety: Currently, thousands of inmates in California are being
,released. each yeat -on temporary leaves and experience has sudéwn that they are
‘involved in no more difficulty than would normally be expected 'during the first

few days on parole.

62 & 63
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The Effect of Community Reintegration on Rates
of Recidivism: A StatisticalOverview of
Data for the Years 1971 Through 1983

The Research 'Division of the Massachusetts Department of Correction routinely collects and publishes on an annual basis
data on rates of recidivism. In these reports a series of descriptive variables on ali individuals released from Massachusetts
Correctional Institutions is correlated. with rates of recidivism. Comparisons between current findings and. trends discerned in
prior studies are made. Additionally, comparisons between specific correctional institutions of varying security levels and
comparisons between varying modes of correctional programming are also made. The state correctional institutions include
maximum, medium and minimum security facilities as well as state run prerelease centers and sub-contracted privately operated
halfway houses. From these studies data are currently available for the releasee cohorts for the years 1971 through 1983. This
report attempts to draw together data generated, from the recidivism studies of the past 13 years and to present a summary
statistical overview of the findings.

The annual statistical monitoring ofrecidivism data since the year 1971 has led to the detection of a number of significant
trends occuring within the Massachusetts correctional system. Dominant among these trends was the Occurrence of a systematic
reduction in the recidivism rates from 1971 through to 1978. For example, in the year 1971 the recidivism rate for.the combined
population of state prison releases was 25%; in 1973 it had dropped to 19%; and in 1976 it had dropped to 16%. By 1977, the

recidivism rate was 15%. Later data, however, revealed that a reversal had occurred in this historical trend. The 1979 and 1980

coammel sy i . O
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- releasee populations represented the ilrst statistically sig'ﬁiﬁcant increase in recidivism rates in a nine year period. However,
1981 through {933 data have shown a modest but consistent drop in recidivism rates.

A second major trend concerned the home furlough program in the Massachusetts correctional system, a program begun in
and expanded subsequent to the year 1971. Recidivism studies demonstrated that inmate participation in the furlough program
may be an important'variable in accounting for the systematic reduction in recidivism rates occurring in Massachusetts. The data
revealed that those individuals who had experienced a furlough prior to release from prisea had significantly lower rates of
recidivism than did individuals who had not experienced a furlough prior to release. When selection factors were controlled, the
relationship remained positive. This trend continued 'in a consistent pattern for the efeven successive years for-which data were
available.

Recidivism studies have also revealed that participation in prerelease programs prior to community release leads to reduced
rates of recidivism. Again, when selection factors were controlled the relationship remained constant.

A final documented trend that has emerged from the recidivism studies focused on the process of graduated movement
-&mong institutions in descending level of security and size. Analyses revealed that individuals released-from prison directly from
medium or minimum security institutions {inciuding prerelease centers and halfway houses) had significantly lower rates of

recidivism than did individuals released directly from a maximum security institution. Again, this relationshipheld even when

selection factors were controlied.

When follow-up periods were extended from ene to two and then to five years, the above findings with respect to furloughs,
prerelease centers, and security level of releasing institution remained constant.

The major findings of the research were collectively interpreted as tentative evidence of a positive effect of the

reintegrative community based correctional programming. That is, correctional programs operating in the Massachusetts

¢L-V
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Data on Trends, Controlling for Selection Processes

Collectively, the data presented in Section One of this report provide a foundation which supports the propesition that .the
use of the community reintegration model is associated with a reduction in recidivism. Such a proposition remains tentative,
however, pending the resolution of issues regarding program selection processes, Therefore, Section Two of this report
reexamines the data on recidivism trends from the standpoint of controlling for program selection biases.

When possible, the most ideal method of evaluating the effects of a particular correctional treatment program is to impose
an experimental design at the initial stage of program development. The random allocation of subjects inte treatment and non-
treatment (control) groups would OCCUr adrrinistratively as part of program operation. This allows the researcher to have
confidence that the selection process at the time of intake does not bias the treatment sample. An uncontrolled selection process
always is subject to the criticism that less serious offender risks, in terms of recidivism outcome, have been chosen for treatment.
Thus, if and when treatment effects are demonstrated, the researcher is faced with the criticism that the treatment group
consisted of good risks who wauid have done well with or without treatment.,

Nevertheless, more frequently than not the random assignment of subjectsto treatment and control groups isnot possible in
the correctional setting. One reason for this situation is that the program administrators frequently insist upon having a say in
who is and is not'admitted to their programs. A second reason, alse an administratively related one, is that random assignment of
subjects can be cumbersome and difficultto operate. It often ties the administrator's hands when faced with practical day to day

decisions." If unanticipated vacancies suddenly occur in programs and the administrator, conscious of the costs of resources
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unused, cannot find enough ihdividuals immediatiey available in the treatment pool the temptation is often great to select eiigible
subjects from the control pool.

A third inhibition to the use of random allocation is the inmate. Often inmates prefer to choose or reject involvement in
treatment programs for a variety 'of personal reasons, such as: the program may be located too far away from their families thus
preventing normal family visitation patterns; the inmate may know of. an individual already in the program with whom he has a
serious ""beef"and would therefore be placed in danger; or the inmate may be reticent about leaving a known and secure social
status at the present site and thus prefer to remain.

A final inhibitionto random alloccation is a moral or civil rights reason. Should inmates be deniedtreatment simply for the
purposes of research? In many correctional systems, especially in our time of growing conscciousness of inmate rights,
administrators as well as inmates would answer that to do so would be to deny basic inmate rights-the right for treatment and
the right of choice of treatment.

Because of .the many difficulties of utilizing random selection at the point of intake into the treatment programs alternative
strategies are often used. Same researches use, matching techniques ‘whereby the control group is constructed by matching
background and criminal history characteristics with -the treatment sample. A second technique has been to go back to a prison
population prior to the existence of the treatment program and select inmates who would have been eligible for the program had
it existed utilizing the population thus selected as a control group. A third technique is to utilize Base Expectancy Prediction
Tables.

In.correctional research, the Base Expectancy Table has been developed as a device whereby an estimation is made of the

varying degrees to which individualsin a given prison population, or sub-greup such as a particular treatment group, are at risk o

LT~V
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continuing their criminal careers subsequent to release. It is a classification technique in which individuals are placed in risk
groups. The basis for the assignment of individuals into the appropriate risk group is determined on the experience of a separate
population of prisoners not receiving that specified treatment and for whom criminal behavior subsequent to release is already
known. Background information known prior to release is collected on this separate population and these items are correlated
with the known outcome criteria-subsequentcriminality or recidivism. Those items found to have the most predictive value are
combined into a table whose resultant interaction effects are believed to constitute a more powerful predictive instrument than
the individual items alone. At this point, the treatment sample (whose outcome criteria is not yet known) is divided into the same
risk categories and an expected outcome rate is determined. The degree to which the expected rate of the treatment group
approximates the actual rate of the control group determines the degree to which non-random selection has occurred,

Additionally, if persons to be given various treatments are classified according to the risks that would have been expected
before treatment began, a base line is formed against which the outcomes of treatment can be assessed, The risk estimate for
each of the individuals in the treatment sample is combined to form an Expected Outcome Rate for the entire sample. W
treatment is completed and after the subsequent foilow-up period in the community occurs, data on the Actual Qutcome Rate are
collected and determined. At this point, the Expected Outcome is compared to the Actual Outcome. After appropriate
statistical tests for differences are computed, a judgement can be made as to whether or not the treatment program appears to
reduce the Actual Qutcome Rate below the Expected Outcome Rate and thus measure the effectiveness of the program under
study.

The data presented in the following section summarize a series of research studies that examine selection issues in the

i
B
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material associating lower recidivism with participation in reintegration programming. Each of the studies utilizes the Base

Expectancy methodology discussed above. It should be noted that the analyses have included only the males in the release
populations. Characteristics of male and female populations were felt io be sufficiently divergent to warrant separate Base
Expectancy tables. However, the female populations were too small for table constructionand validation purposes.

Therefore, the reader is alerted to the fact that the samples that follow are slightly lower in number than the similar
material presented in Section One. These difference are sciely the result of the exclusion of the female populations {usualiy less
than 10% of the total sample).

The first research study that controlled for'selection facctors in the assignment of individualsto reintegration programs was
related to participation in two prerelease centers - Boston State and Shirley Prerelease. The research evaluation resulted -in two
major findings. First, it was found that individuals who had completed the combined prerelease programs under study had
significantly lower rates of recidivism than a controf group of similar types of inmates who had not participated in a prerelease
program and a. significantly lower actual recidivism rate than their derived expected recidivism rate. Secondly, a series of inmate
types which seem to be disproportionatey helped by prerelease program participation wes tentatively identified. . This material is
summarized in Table 8,

A second study looked at Home Furlough Program participation during the years 1973 and 1974. The research provided
initial supportive evidence that participation in Furlough Programs reduces the probability that an individual will recidivate upon
release from prison. Analysis indicated that the determined reduction in recidivism was due to the impact of the furlough

program and not simply to the types of inmates who were selected for furloughs. These results are summarized in Table 9.
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'The third study included'in this section, summarized in Table 10 focused on the combined participation in both furlough and
prerelease programs and controlled for selection factors. Results showed that the greater the participation in the model, the
lower the recidivism rate.

The final study in this section graded the ievel of security of the releasing institution with the level of recidivism. Again,
selection factors were controlled. The results presented'in Table 11, were similar to the other studies. That is, participation in

the reintegration model is associated with reduced recidivism even when selection factors are controlled.
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Table 8

Expected Rates of Recidivism Campared to Observed Rates, Boston State and Shirley
Releases During the Years 1972 and 1973

Expected (osened Probabilii
Sampie Recidivism Rate Recidivism Rate Level
Shirley Prerelease 30.9% 17.7% . 02
Boston State Pre-Release 21.5% 8.0% . al
TOTAL SAMPLE 25.71% 12.45% 001
SCu lair, Daniei P,, P ing Prisoners for Their Return to the Community: The Evaluation of 1€ Reh. lita-
tive Eff cti f Two Pre Rele

arsity, 7!
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Table 9

Expecied and Actual Recidivism Rates by Furlough Participation

Expected Rate Actual Rate
of Recidivism of Recidivism
GROUP A Releases in Year 1973
l. Ail males released in 1973 who received a furlough 25% 16%
IL All males released in 1973who did not receive a furlough 27% 27%
1. Total group of all males released in 1973 260 1%
GROUP B: Releasesin Year 1974
! All males released in 1974 who did receive a furlough 249 16%
I All males released in 1974 who did not receive a furlough 26% 31%
M. Total group of all males released in 1974 29% 20%

SOURCE: LeClalr, Daniel P., ""Home Furlough Program Effects on Rates of Recidivism", Criminal Justice and Behavior,

Volume 5, No. 3, September, 1978.
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Table L&

Matrix of Differential Participation in Two Reintegration Program
Selection Factors Controlled by Base Expectancy Tables:
Males Released from Years 1973 Through 1976

Expected Actual
Category Number Recidivism Rate Recidivisn Rate
l. Prerelease, Furlough 769 2.2 9%

I Non-Prerelease, Furlough 1393 25.2 17%
. Prerelease, Non-Furloughs [15 .06 26%
I¥.  Non-Prerelease, Non-Furloughs 967 5.3 29%

SOURCE: LeClair, Daniel P,, “Societal Reintegration and Recidivism Rates*, Massachusetts Department of Correction Report

Number 159, August, 1978.

2
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Table 41

Differential Recidivism Rates of Securit¥ Level of
Institution of Release for Male Population
Released in 1974

Number or A d
Category Releases Recidivism Rate Recidivism Rate
l. Maximum Security 418 27.9% 26%
B, Medium Security 130 21.1% 19%
M. Minimum Security 81 22.1%. 9+
Iv.  Prerelease 212 2L1% 12%
¥.  Total Male Releases 841 24.6% 20%

*Statistically Significant

SOURCE: LeCiair, Daniel P., "An Analysis of Recidivism Rates Among Residents Released From Massachusetts Correctional
Institutions During the Year 1974", Massachusetts Department of Correction Report Number 136, September,

1977.
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Trend Discerned Through Extended Follow-Up Periods

Data presented in sections one and two of this report incorporate a definition of recidivism that utilizes a one year follow-
up criterion, Though subject to limitations, the one year foffow-up period used in this definition. allows planners and
administrators to receive feedback in a reasonable time frame for the deccision-making process. For example, many of the
individual program components of the reintegration model had been federally funded for experimental trial purposes and were
planned for pick up by permanent state funding at a fater date if and when programmatic effectiveness could be demonstrated.
The series of one year follow-up studies allowed timely input, and thus relevant research data were available in the decision-
making processes, leading both to an expansion of the reintegration programs and to the permanent state funding of these
programs.

In studying recidivism, however, correctional researchers have pointed to the problem of *cross-over effects” whereby
results found using a one year follow-up period become changed or reversed when the follow-up period is extended. Such concerns
have prompted the National Advisory Commission of Criminal Justice Standards and Coals to recommend a three year foliow-up
period as a response to this problem. Therefore, a concern existed that the limitations of the one year follow-up studies cast
doubt on the validity of the overall research findings. This prompted replications of some of the earlier studies of prison releases
which used a one year follow-up to see if emerging trends had remained consistent after additional years of follow-up. A first
replication attempt inveived a two year foilow-up of releases in the year 1973 (LeClair, 1376). In this study no evidence of "cross-
over effects™ was found. The major findings from the two year follow-up analysis fully supported the original one year follow-up

study. A second replication involved a five year follow-up of the releases in the year 1973 {LeClair, 1981). Again the major

L g e T
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,
findings of the former ohe and two year follow-up studies remained consistent. But because only a small percentage of the
releases in the 1973 sample had participated in reintegration programs (approximately 10% of the sample), the results were

viewed as tentativt. For this reason a second five.year follow-up study wes conducted using the population of releases in the year
1976 (LeClair, 1983). For the 1976 releases, more than 50% of the sample had been involved in the reintegration model
programming. Analysis revealed that all trends previously identified rernianed unchanged upon extension to five years of foljow-

up, thus denying a significant role to “'cross-over effects' in the Massachusetts research.
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Recidivism of Prisoners
Released in 1994

By Patrick A Langan, Ph.0.
Dandid J. Levin, Ph.D.,
B/ Statisticians

This study of the rearrest, reconviction,
and reincarceration of prisoners
tracked 272.1 11 former inmates for
3years after their release in 1994, The
272,111 — representing two-thirds of
all prisoners releasedin the United
States that year — were discharged

Among ne ly 300,60) prisoners released in 15 States in 1934, 657.5% were
A study of 1983 releases estimated 62.5%.

rearrested within 3 years

Cffehise of prisuners released in 1983 and 1964

All rgigosed prisaners

_ 1 1ees
Violent

from prisons in 15 States:

Property —

O i '

ublic-arder

19% Y K ¥
Poarcant raarrested within 3 yea—

-

80X

Arizona Maryland North Carolina
Califwrnia  Michigan Ohio

Delaware Minnesota  Oregon
Florida New Jersey Texas

llinois New York Virginia

Four measures of recidivism

The study uses four measures of
recidivism: rearrest, reconviction,
resentenceto prison, and returnto
prisonwith or without a new sentence.
Exceptwhere expressly stated other-
wise, all four study measures of recidi-
vism —

* referto the 3-year periodfollowing
the prisoner's release in 1994

+ include both*in-State™ and "out-of-
State" recidivism.

"In-State" recidivismrefers to new
offenses committed within the State
that released the prisoner. "Out-of-
State" recidivismrefersto new
offensesin Slates otherthan the
one where the prisoner served fline.

* Within 3 years From their release
in 1994 —

67.5% Of the prisonerswere
rearrested for a new offense
(almost exclusively a felony or a
serous misdemeanor)

46.9% were reconvicted for a
new crime

25.4% were resentencedto prison
for a new crime

51.8% were back in prison, serving
time for a new prison sentence or
fora technical vioiation of their
release, like failing a drug test,
missing an appointment with their
paroleofficer, or being arrested

for a new crime.

- Released prisonerswith the highest
rearrest rates were robber; {70.2%},

burglars {74.0%), larcenists{74.6%j,

motor vehicle thieves {78.8%}, those
in prison for possessingor selling
stolen property (¥7.4%), and those in
prison for possessing. using, or setlifg
illegalweapons {70,2%}.

+ Released prisoners with the lowest
rearrestrates were those in prison for
homicide{40.7%), rape (46.0%}, other
sexual assault (41.4%), and driving
under the influence {51.5%).

» Within 3 years. 25% of released
rapistswere arrestedfor another rape,
and 1.2% of those who had served
time for homicidewere arrested for
homicide.

= The 272,111 offendersdisohargedin
1994 had accumulated 4.1 millionar-
rest charges before their most recent
imprisonment and anolher 744,000
charges within 3 years of release.




Three of the recidivism measures —
rearest, reconviction. resentenceto
prison — are based exclusively on

officialcririnal records kept in State
and FBI criminal history repositories.
One recidivism measure - retur to
prisonwith or without a new prison

sentence — B formed from a combina-

tion ofrecwrds from criminal history
repositories plus prison records kept
by State depariments of corections.

I\’j{(}ie h'.i ghllgh ts _—

» Within 3 years of their release

in 1994, 61.7% of offenders sen-
tenced for violence were arrested for
a new offense, though not necessarily
another violent offense. Property
offenders had the highestrearrest
rate, 73.8%: releaseddrigy offenders,
66.7%; and public-order offenders
(mostly those inprisonfor driving
while intoxicated Or a weapons
offense), a 62.2% rate.

* Menwere more likely to be
rearrested (68.4%) than women
(57.6%); blacks (72.9%) more likely
than whites (62.7%): non-Hispanics
(71.4%) more likely than Hispanics
(646%); younger prisoners more
likely than older ones; and prisoners
with longer prior records nore: likely
than those with shorter records.

-An estimated 7.6% of all released
prisonerswere rearrestedfor a new
crime in a State other than the one
that released them. They were
charged with committing 55,760
such crimes.

* No evidence was found that spend-
ing more time in prison raisesthe
recidivismrate. The evidence was
mixed regarding whether serving
more time reduces recidivism.

2 Recidivismof FPrisoners Releasedin 1394

To an unknown extent, recidivism rates

based on State and FBI criminal
history repositories understate actual
levels of recidivism. The police agency
making the arrest or the court dispos-
ing of the case may fail to send the
notifying documentto the State or FBI
repository. Evenifthe documentis
sent, the repositery mav be unableto
match the personinthe documentto
the correct person in the repository or
may neglect to enter the new informa-
tion. For these reasons, studies such
as this one that rely on these reposito-
riesfor complete criminal history infor-

mationwill understate recidivismrates.

Characteristics of the 272111
released prisoners

Of offendersreleasedfrom prisonsin
15 Slatesin 1994:

91.3% were male (table 1}
50.4% were white

48.5% were black

24.5% were Hispanic
44.1% were under age 30.

The 272,111 were in prison for a wide
variety of offenses, primarily felonies:

22.5% for a violent offense (for
example, murder, sexual
assault, and rabhery)

33.5% for a property offense (for
example, burglary, auto theft,
and fraud)

32.6% for a drug offense {primarity

drug traffickingand possession)

9.7% for a public-order offense
(roughly 33% driving while
intoxicatedfdriving underthe
influence, 32% aweapons
offense, 8% a traffic offense,
9% a prebation viokation, and
the remainder, such crimes as
escape, obstruction of justice,
cx_:!jrt offense, parole violation,
cantributing to the delinquency

of a minor, bigamy, and habitual

offender)

1.7% for some other offense (for
example, an unspecified felony
or misdemeanor)

Table 1. Frafile of prisoners released
in 1994from prisonsin| S States

Percent or e~

Characterishic ipased inmates
Gender

WMale 9t.3%
Female 8.7
Raca

White 50.4%
Black 485
Other 1.1
Ethnicity

Higpanlc 24.5%
Non-Hispanic 15.5
Age at release

1417 0.3
18-24 21.0
2529 22.8
30-34 227
35-35 16.2
40-44 94

45 Or older 7.6
tiffense for which Inmate

was Serving a sentonce

Vialent 225%
Property 335
Brugs 2.6
Public-prder 97
other 1.7
Sentence length

Mean 58.9 mos
Nedian 48.0mM0s
Time served before release

Maan® 2.3 mps
Median' 13.3 mas
Porcent of sentence served

hefore reloase” 35.2%
Prior arrest 93.1%
Mean siumber of prior arrests 8.8
Mesdian number 6.0
Prior sonviction B1.4%
Mean number 3.8
NMedian number 3.0
Prior prisonsentence 43.8%

NumbBer released in 15 States 272,111

Note: *Prior” does Not include the amest,
conviction, or prison sentence for which the
272.111 were in prisondn 1984, Calculation
of prigr conviction excludes Ohio. Calculation
of sentenea length (defined as totat mexdmum
sentence) and $me served |s based on "first
releases” only and exchudes Michigan {(which
reported minimum, not maximum. sentence)
and Qhko (which did not reportdata to identify
"first releases").

*Exciudes credited jalt time.
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The average prison sentencelength
was nearly 5 years. On average, the
prisonerswere released after serving
35% of their sentence, or about 20
months.

Seventy percenthad 5 or more prior
arrests (not including the arrest that
brought them to prison), and ka¥ had 2
or more prior convictions (not including
the convictionthat resulted intheir
prison sentence).

For £6.4% of the released prisoners
the prison sentence they were sewing
when released was their first-ever
'sentenceto prison. Almost 44% had
sewed a prior pfison sentence.

Recidivismrates at different lengths
oftime after release

Within the first 6 months of their
release. 29.9% of the 272,111 offend-
erswere rearrestedfor a felony or
serious misdemeanor (table 2 and
figure 1).

Within the first year the cumutlative total
grewto 44.1% and within the first 2
years, 59.2%. Within the first 3 years of
theirrelease, an estimated67.5% of
the 272.111 released orisoners were
rearrested at least once

The first year is the periodwhen much

of the recidivismoccurs, accountingfor
nearly twe-thirds of all the recidivism of
thefirst 3 years.

Within the first year of release, an
estimated 21.5% of the 272.111
released offenders were reconvicted
for a new felony or misdemeanor,
within the first 2 years, a combined
total of 36.4% were reconvicted; and
within the first 3 years, a combined
total of 46.9% were reconvicted.

Table 2. Recidivismrates of prisoners released in 1884 from prisons

ints States, by time after release

Cumulative percent of released prisoners who

RS

Returned |0 prison

Yime afler refease Rearrested Reconvicled® with new sentence®
6 months 2.M% 10.6% 5.0%

1 year 441 215 104

2 years 59.2 364 188

3 years 675 4638 254

*Because of missing data. prisoners released in Ohiowere excluded

from the satcaiation of percent reconvicted,

"New prison sentence® includes pew sentences to Slate or Federal prisons bul |
nel o jocal jails. Becauss of missing data. prisoners
excludedfrom b e satoutalion of *Percent retumed to prison with 3 new prison sentence.”

in Ohie and Virginia were

Not all of the reconvicted prisoners
were sentenced to another prisonterm
for their newerime. Some were
sentencedto confinementin a locat jaitl.
Some were sentenced to neither prison
nor jail butto probation, which allowed
thern to remainfree intheir communi-
ties but underthe supervision of a
probationofficer.

Within the first year of release, 10.4%
ofthe 272.111 released prisoners were
backin prison as a result of a convic-
tien and prison sentence for a new
crime; within the first2 years, 28.8%;

and within the first 3 years, 25.4%.

The number of crimes committed
by the 272,111 released prisoners

How many crimesthe 272.111 prison-
ers ever committed — both priorto and
following their release — isunknown.
The best estimate available from
official sources isthe volume of crimi-
nal chargesfound in arrest records.
The volume of arrest charges is notthe
same thing as the volume of arrests.

The volume of arrests is the number of
differenttimes a personwas arrested.
The volume of arrest charges isthe
suim of the chargesover all the differ-
ent times the personwas arrested.

Arrest records provide an incomplete
measure of actual crirminal activity.
While people are sometimes arrested
for crimes they did not commit,
research indicates that offenders
commit more crimes than their arrest
recoirds show.

*Alfrad Blumstein grid others, Criminat Cargars

and “Career Criminals,” vol, 1, Washinglen, DC:
National Academy Press, 1986, p. §3. a

Within a year ofvefease from prison.
44.1% of prisoners were rearrested,;
within 3 years, 675% were rearrestod

and 25.4% had a new prison sentence

Percent of released
prisoners in 15 States
D%
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